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i*ir. l-dohard -i. Vawter, iALreetor of Information 
S neral Services * -dEdaistratioa 
Washington, 1).C. 

Dear tir* Vaster, 

Title 41, Chapter 105-60.404 (c) reads: "If the denial , is sustained, the natter will 
he submitted promptly by the director of Information to the Assistant Mniiiintr, tor for 
Administration whoso ruling thereon uil.l be furnished in writing to the person rcqusstiny 
the records." 


Ypu are the bircctor of Informtion upon whoa this statutory responsibility is 
imposed. My appeal of March 30, 1972 is to this moment without response. The word 
"promptly" is tisii of the 'Jougress, not mine. You have not sent no a copy of your 
submission to hr. Johnson, nor have I heard from him. 

I air, not unainxlful of your open solicitation tlrnt I go to court in isy truest wfrfctr for 
sup;,r: ssed evidence relating to the assassination of the President and its investigation. 
1 don’t think it is possible for a soveimant official to corns closer to begging that a 
cubs ho taken to court, iiow- ver-, I also aa not unmindful of the inevitable political 
consequences of some suits, no natter how legitimate. In this case, the shamefully 
transparent intent is to *: :oko it appear, quite falsely, t’lat the fondly of tin. President 
rather than bureaucrats is responsible for this suppression. Bor an I urandSul of the 
repeated and no leas transparent solicitation that 1 exploit a dodge of your invention 
ana by K surrogate up ly for access to the contracted materials. You, not I, hold that 
contract to be legal sr bin n i n g. You ' solicitation tint i. select an expert to coo tlixs 
contracted uatcidal for no clearly violates the intent of that contract, iior &a 1 unaware 
of what prompted those belated solicitations to the improper to sue: ay importing that I 
hau discovered officialdom had aoncocted such a propagaada device with a writer whose 
predisposition was known and tie character of whose writing could bo anticipated. 

Those additional steps tliat have boon taken to make it appear quite falsely that 
officialdom is innocent of suppression and the survivors are responsible for it are not 
entirely unknown to me. If I regard open violation of the law, as evidenced by your 
failure to perform your legal responsibilities mu by overt and illegal suppression as 
reprehensible in a society such as ours, I toll you without inhibition that this official 
of fort to transfer the blame for sup cession from official shoulders to the family of the 
f resident is an unspeakable obscenity. 

If you continue in your efforts to force no into court, it will bo with a record that 
is clear on offici a l intent and I do feel that 5 U.S.C.552 is not ay only remedy, Mot at 
this point, in any event. 


ihia letter is also an appeal from refusals of public inforsmtlon in the Archiviatis 
letter of August 0, 1972 to no. In it he refuses no a copy of a memorandum "containing 
infOKwtion conceding the spoiling of a roll of MX* film by a secret Jcrvice agent 
present at the autopsy of President Kennedy". She date in tin.; letter is given &s hovouber 1, 
1966. A different date is given in the Archiviofe letter to no of --arch 20. both dates tire 
SMa£££ iiiSEdi to the date oi tne contract, tor thin*"2fiS r *bocausu t o contract lists that material 
alleged to be covered by it, thin aeoorandua is not and casinot be covered by the contract. 


noth letters describe this as "nodical files and similar file;:, the disclosure of wi 
would constitute a dourly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy." Were this ever the 
case, as it was not, this statutory exemption has been waived under a amber of binding 


.ch 



2 


decisions, oa|y quo of which 1 cited to you because it requires uo legal txaz&uie. to* 
comprehension. it declares that any use of what siLjfrt otbemioe oe hold waives all exeaptions. 
Given the willingness, your counsel can supply others. 

But in this case what i seek is dearly, by your own definition, anything but a nodical 
or "oinilar" record. Kad it is part of a file that in your own letters dearly has boon 
published, diadaating any possibility of invasion of privacy. You, zscaiiinn noth the Archives 
and ithor agendas of govenasent, have published this aatarial repeatedly, under drcuustancee 
in each and every css® that amount to official propaganda, 

35 j 3 utter spuriousnessaas; -. of the claims sad© la disclosed in l>r. khoii&s letter or 
-ugunt 3. He refers to a report aade by ”haval Medical Staff’, hardly accurate, on iiovwber 
1,196b. noth doctors described what they saw to the press under circumstances oongsasial to^ 
official intentions am thus waiving cay exclusionary rights, 'fhe second dlog&ta.on is truit 
"fhia docuaent also contains ’the list a±gos& by the non who did the autopsy* or the -v-rays 
^ -a photographs." fro. ua^ably this was testified to in full before the Warren Cott-iosiaa, 
which published the tostiuoay and pertinent exhibits. In addition, the list ol fxla ra 
an an ..endix to tho contract and was published as such on the initiative ox the archives, so 
on this basis also ho oxeuption can bo c d ai c e d with seriousness. Moreover, such a list is 
part of the report of the Departasnt of Justice panel and was introduced into court evidence 
by tho bspartnent, &» wan a report based on the alleged report of “ovcobor 1 by tho sane 
H aen who did the autopsy". 

for tho sake of siininating legal lisir-eplittiug, * have been cnrerul to aven-d unking 
for anything allegedly covered by tho ellegsxi contract. lot -Jr. Jhoads says »ie snow ic to 
the researchers whose ap^catlons to exaaa a e the autopsy nnterial arc approved by tho 

buries Marshall... n 


Kennedy family representative, Hr. 

Mono of what I have asked for in tho letters rejection o 
or can be covered b; 
bill ties, roles a: 


rich I hereby appeal is 

slit-god contract. Moreover, fir. Marshall lias no official respoaoi- 
functions am has bo thing to do with public information, aa the law 

rehivisxs 


defines .-i-at 1 seek. In this counactiou, I take tile liberty $£ cor - act hue 
factual errors. "iioeearchers”, according to tills alleged contract ana all prior official 
interpretations, arc sot researahers ugt pathologists and others described. She first person, 
to whoa the contract material was shown tsad no standing tinii&r the contract, (iiouevci, his 
exclusive publication, of that which I sock, in hLa version., constitutes stil.. another and 
Mriri-ing waiver.) for is Hr. Marshall "the Kennedy fatsOy representative. ” iio ic empowered 
wO &ct for t»}i& ex&acu.'tors of ish© estate# '+h.-- tao axe not syiiotsyisous • 

'■•n So say* as the Archivist .foes, that ”'fh© ’list signed by the luabors of the 1968 
Forensic Panel* is the list included in the report of that panel" is utterly irrelevant. 

I have asked for, an entitled to end renew ay request for this list for which I asked in 
sy letter. ihat it was published in different form under different eirWJBstaaadB does not 
tiks fiovomcent the righ . to decide for a© what 1 want for ray research* x have too many 
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:illogedly identical records that arc xiot iuontru 

Br. Shoada acknowledges providing copies of these two reports to Ar. 


nowlcdgcs tney are not 


eovereo. oy 
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contract. Shis in itself entitles 


Lattsasr and ads- 
m to copies under 


loottincnt decisions 


your own regulation requirs the providing of copies. 


Harold Heiobcrg 



